













































































































































































































されたい。これは元々ルイス・キャロル（Lewis Carroll, Symbolic Logic and the game of Logic, Dover
Publication, 1958）に由来するものである。































範囲にある｡ しかし, (１) における ｢邪悪な人間 (	




















































































































































































Science 誌論文として発表されたものである。Lynn White, ‘The Biological Roots of Our Ecological
























































































































35) L. Weisgelber, ‘Das Weltbild der Muttersprache,’ in Vom Weltbild der deutschen Sprache 1, Dusseldorf,













































































































































































































































































































































































































57) アリストテレスの奴隷擁護論を批判するものとして，M. I. Finley, Ancient Slavery and Modern
Ideology, Penguin, 1980, new expanded edition with introduction by B. Shaw, Marcus Wiener, Princeton,





















































































































































68) G. B. Kerferd, The Sophistic Movement, Cambridge University Press, 1981, p. 156.
69) アリストテレス『弁論術』1373B6 校注。





































印象を与える。なお，G. A. Kennedy, Aristotle on Rhetoric, A Theory of Civic Discourse, Newly trans-
lated with Introduction, Notes, and Appendixes, Oxford University Press, 1991, p. 103; 196; 22628; 254
を参照。
75) 前掲書156ページ参照。

















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































This article first takes a critical look at Aristotle’s definition of “human being” as a “political
animal” (	
), as noted in his Politics 1253a23. Following that is a study of the cor-
relation between Aristotle’s and Diogenes’ views of human beings.
The author initially provokes the reader’s attention to the fact that the Aristotelian term “po-
litical animal” originally had two contexts. First, according to Historia Animalium, the political
animal is a species of “gregarious animal” (). Therefore, it is not the case that human
being is a unique species of political animal; a large group of different species described as political
animals does indeed exist. Aristotle states, for example, that various forms of political animal,
such as “man,” “bee,” “wasp,” “ant” and “crane,” each has a common property: the devotion to
some common good in its political community. On the other hand, in Politics 1252a17, Aristotle
identifies “the so-called city-state” () as a “political community” (

)According to Historia Animalium, the human being is only one species of political ani-
mals. But, according to Politics 1253a 78, the human being is a “political animal” in a greater
measure than bees or any other “gregarious animal”. The author insists that it was precisely in
this context that Aristotle needed to specify human beings by a geometrical proportion: ‘God :
Man=Man : Animal.’ The author analyzes thoroughly Aristotle’s view of human being and dis-
closes the fact that Aristotle’s theory of the “natural slave” conflicts with his own definition of
“man.” In this way the author divulges the invisible aspects of Aristotle’s political thought.
The author then concentrates to clarify the meaning of Diogenes’ mission “paracharaxon to
nomisma” (“deface the currency”) and to highlight the significance of his protest against the
Aristotelian definition of human beings:
God : Man=Man : Animal
Thus, the author proceeds to deface the current interpretations of Diogenes of Sinope’s con-
ception of justice and cosmopolitanism, which has been regarded by scholars as almost “nothing”
or at least as a “shadowy ancestor” of the cosmopolitanism of Zeno of Citium. In place of these
interpretations the author is submitting another version of cosmopolitanism that is to be re-
garded as a defaced version of Alexander’s. Following the Sinopean dog philosopher’s mission
“” (“deface the currency”), the author is defacing contemporary views
on Diogenes of Sinope’s “character” ()
